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PRESERVATION OF THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.18) {continued)

Mr. TRESSELT (Norway) said that the purpose of his delegation's working paper
(A/CONF.62/C.3/L.18) was to draw attention to the problem which arose when human
activities disturbed the ecological balance of marine enviromments not through pollutior

but by the introduction of living organisms not previously existing in the seas or by
the transfer of & form of marine life to an erea where the implications of its existence
were unknown. The discovery in 1973 on the south coast of England of a new type of
seaweed which appeared to have extraordinary properties of growth and unpredictable
effects for existing marine life had lent urgency to the issue. The origins of that
development seemed to have been accidental, but commerciel enterprises had planned
similar transfers of marine plant life in order to ensure the availability of raw
material for the kelp-processing industry.

The effects of such interference with the natural belance of the marine environment
were unpredictable end might be awesome. In the working paper, his delegation had
formulated & tentative treaty provision as & means of focusing attention on the legal
aspects of the subject, and thought that the Committee should consider the problem at
the next session. The language used in the paper would of course permit the developmen®
of controlled undertekings in aquaculture and experimental research. On the other hand
if there was any uncertainty about the effects of interference with the natural state o
the marine environment, the State concerned should consult with other interested States
and the appropriate internmational organizations.

He wished to emphasize that the issue was separate from that of the pollution of
the marine environment and that the introduction of new species through sewage or
run-offs from land should be deelt with by the provisions for the prevention of polluti
His delegation's aim was to stimulate discussion on an important subject which might sc
far have been drowned in the more immediate worries about marine pollution. Its concer
had already been reflected in the preparatory work of the Sea-Bed Committee: the
Maltese proposal {A/AC.138/SC.III/L.33) included a provision for the maintenance of

the natural state of the marine environment.

l1iss MARTATI (Frarce) suggested that the three references to igpecies” in

the working paper shculd be quelified by the adjectives "plant or enimal”.

The CHATRMAN observed that the English interpretation could not be heard
because of a technical malfunction. He suggested that the Committee should move ta
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Mr. GAMBOA (Chile) seid thst it had unfortunately been impomhle 0 inbroduce
the document concerning the establishment of reglonal bodies respons:b&e for providing
assistance in case of accidents resultlng in pollution of the marine environment, to
shich he hed referred at e previous meeting, in time for it to be discussed at the
present session. It would however be clrculated before the end of the session® and
could be dlacussed at the next session.

SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH (A/CONF.GE/C-B/L.19) (continued)

Mr. WALKATE (Netherlands) noted that the sponsors of the draft ‘articles on
narine scientific research (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19) ceme from all parts of the world, and
represented both geographically disadvantaged States and geographically advantaged
coestal States and both developing end developed countries. That fact showed that it
was possible to find common ground even before embarking on further negotiaﬁions.

The definition appearing in article 1 had been taken from paper No. 4 of Working
Group No. 3 of the Sea~Bed Committee, a text which had been reintroduced with slight
drefting changes as document CRP/SC.Res./2. Exploration and exploitation had been
¢xcluded from the scope of:the draft articles because the sponsors wished to secure an
adequate régime for pure scientific research. Marine scientists should not be unduly
restrained in their quest for knowledge; knowledge of the sea was no less vital for the
future of mankind than knowledge of the land. In order to strike a balance between the
interests of pure scientific resesrch and the interests of States, the draft articles
stated as a matter of principle the right of all States and appropriate international
orgenizations to conduct marine scientific resesrch on an equal basis. However, the
exercise of that right by the State or organization conducting the research was subject
to the conditions set forth in artiecle 5 and in article 6, paragraph 1; the coastal
State's interests justified its right to participate directly or indirectly in research
projects. On the other hand, neighbouring geographically disadvantaged States had an
equal interest in scientific research projects; article 6, paragraph 2, provided for
their right to be offered the opportunity of participating in projects. The essence of
pure science was the availability of the results of scientific research; thus, srticle 6

¥ Subsequently circulated as document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.21.

/oc.
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{Mr. Walkate s :Netherlands)

paragraph 3, imposed an obligation on the State or organization conductzng the research
to ensure the publication of the results. His delegation regretted that during the
informal meetings on items 13 and 14 there had been no time for & full discussion of
procedures for the settlement of disputes - a matter referred to in artlcle 6,
paragraph 5. ,
Article 8 Qealt with international co~-operation; the sponsors had taken as a basis
the text agreed in the informal meetings on items 13 and 14. The issue of international
co-operation should not be controversial.

Mr. FITZ (Austria) said that as a land-locked country, Austria had
participated in the formulatlon of the draft articles (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19) from the very
beginning and believed that they merited close examination by the Committee. They
represented the best attempt so far to reconcile the conflicting interests of the
research States, the coastal States and the geographically disadvantaged States.

The draft articles respected the right to conduct pure scientific research beyond
the territorial sea. The sponsors beljeved that principle should be included in the
Convention not simply to accommodate the desires of the research States but to ensure
the best conditions for scientific research. They were convinced that the right to
conduct scientific research was vital for the economic progress of all mankind but that
it ocught not to be unlimited and uncondltzonal. The right deserved to be safeguarded
only if the research was of & purely scientific character. The coastal State was
therefore entitled to monitor the conduct research in the area where it had special
rights and the sponsors relied on all the States concerned to ensure that pure scientifi
research was not used as a pretext for other activities. The monitoring fumction of the
coastal State presupposed its close associstion with the research project. The researct
State must therefore notify the coastal State of proposed projects, and the coastal
State had the right to participate in the prroject and have access to all data and
samples. . '

The geographicelly disadvantaged States not only had the right to conduct scientifi
research but must also be notified of a project planned for the area in which a
neighbouring coastal State had special rights. They were entitled to receive the same
information as the coastal State and to be offered the opportunity to participate in the
project.

The draft articles were not perfect but they did represent a sound basis for
compromise: none of the sponsors, whether research States, coastel States or
geographically disadvantaged States, had insisted on the complete satisfaction of their
individual intersgfgroved For Release 2001/12/05 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000300070017-2 /...
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Mr. JAIN {India) seid that the sponsors of the draft articles were not in
fact e representative group:, they were mainly.the delegstions of ‘land-locked and
research States; the delegations. of cosstel States were clearly under-represented.
Indeed, the draft articles laid down principles concerning the coastal States which had
been drafted without their perticipation. _ s

He thought that the distinction made in artlcle 1 between pure and applied research
was not velid; surely the same sets of data could be used. for ‘commercial as well as for
other purposes. The perlod of advance notification provided for in article 6,
paragraph 1 (a), would ensure nothing more than the absolute: freedom of scientific
research. His delegation could sccept article 6, paragreph 5, if the procedures for the
settlement of disputes proved to.be similer to those provided for in the United Nations
Charter, but it could not accept that the coastal State should be required to submit to
compulsory thlrd ygrgy arblt:atlon wﬁero scientific rgseaxchﬂ;n its o??nomlc-&Oﬁe was
concerned. \ | ‘ . . v

He noted that several of the sponsors of the draft artlcles were members of the
Group of T7, on whose behalf the representatlve of Colombla had introduced draft
articles (A/CONF 62/0 3/L.13) setting forth positions opposed to those stated in the
draft articles now under consideration.

He wished it to be shown in the records that h1s country had become a sponsor of
the draft articles on the development and transfer of technology (A/CONF 62/C.3/L. 12).

Mi. ZULETA (Colombia)  said’ that the majorlty of the members of the Group of 77
had asked him to state that the draft artlcles referred to by the representatlve of
Indie (A/CONF.62/C,3/L.13) still reflected ‘the consensus of the Group.

His own delegatioh could not see that the draft articles now under consmderatlon

shed any light on the problems of marine scientific rese&rch.

. OTE (Kenya) agreed w1th the representatlve of India that the draft
erticles in document A/CONF 62/0 3/L.19 were not representatlve.

. He challenged the sponsors £o say how they proposed to give effect to the 7
dlstlnctlon vhich they clalmed to be able to make between pure and applied research,
for that was the very basis of their proposals The sponsors should also specify what
they meant by “the right to conduct marine scientific research" referred to in
artlcle 2.

fooo
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(Mr. Mbote, Kenya)

The sponsors clearly supported the freedom of scientific research beyond the
territorial sea. He esked them to explain how the land-locked countries, which were
usually among the least developed countries, were to benefit from that freedom.

There was no mention of any arrangements under which coastal States allowing other
States to carry out scientific research could enter into bilasteral agreements with them.
The Organization of African Unity had taken up a clear position on that point: the
coastal State should allow the nationals of land-locked countries to share in the
exploitation of resources on an equal basis, in accordance with bilateral agreements.
The sponsors appeared unwilling to admit that possibility even where only scientific
?esearch vas concerned. He did not see how research could be undertaken in the various

sea areas without bilateral agreements.

Mr. BOHTE (Yugoslavia) said that he regretted that the draft articles in
document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19, the sponsorship of which was very broadly based, had not
been circulated earlier. His delegation had not yet been able to give them detailed
consideration since they had only just been circulated. It would like to comment on

them more fully at a later stage.

The CHAIRMAN explained that document A/COHF,62/C.3/L.19 had not been

distributed earlier because of the Secretariat's heavy workload.

Mr. RASOLONDRAIBE (Madsgascar) announced that his delegation wished to become
a sponsor of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.12.

Turning to document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19, he said that his delegation opposed the
régime of notification laid down in article 6, paragraph 1 (a). However, the most
important aspect of the draft was the coastal State's right to participate directly or
indirectly in research projects {article 6, paragraph 1 (d)). Under that article, the
developing countries would have the right to take part in the research operations
organized by a limited number of technologicelly advenced countries. Nevertheless, his

delegation believed that in the 200-mile economic zone the situation should be reversed:

the developing coastal States must promote organized scientific research and it would be
for them to invite others to take part in it.

For his delegation, there was no question of embodying in the future convention the
assumption that the technologically under-developed countries should remasin so. His
delegation had very serious reservations on the draft articles in document
A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19 and it urged other delegations to consider their position on them.
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Mr. MOLTENI (Argentina) endorsed the views expressed by the representatlves of
India; Kenya end Yugoslavia. A ‘
. Although document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13 had been submitted By the deiegation of
Colombia alone, ‘the 1deas in 1t were shared by many developing countries which considered

that merine sclentlflc research required the prior sgreement of the coastal State

',:concerned.

o Hls dele?atlon did not agree W1th article 6, paragreph-2, of document
A/CONF 62/C 3/L.19, whlch prov1ded for special) rights for the land-locked and ~ -
geographlcally disadvantaged countries in the economic zone, But the country that
exercised the raghto in that zone was the coastal State; the only way that other States
could take part in marlne scientific research there would be by partiecipating in such
act1v1t1es as the coas»al State itself promoted. , ‘ :

 He reserved his uelegatlon s rlght to return to. the meatter at the next session of

‘the Conference,

Mr. HUSSAIN (Pakisten) supported the views of the representatlves of Colombis
and India concerning document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19. o ;

His delegation‘was opposed to the views expressed in that document , partlcularly in
articles 1, 6 and 7, and believed that any nerine scientific research activity in the
area beyond the territorial see should be carried out only with the erllClt consent of
the coastal State concerned. Moreover, the question of the jurisdiction and rlghts of
the cosstal and lsnd~locked States in the economic zone hadnsﬁill‘ﬁo‘be decided by the
Second Committee, B B '

His delegation would favour a régime of consent as proposed in A/CONF 62/C 3/L 13,
and it reserved the vight to return to the matter at the next session of the Conference.

Mr. FITZ (Austria), replylng to the crltlclsms of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19
voiced by the representative of Kenye and others, explained that the sponsors did not
claim to represent all geographical and special 1nterest groups., Nevertheleas, a
- sizesble number of States had endorsed the views expregsed in that document.

He agreed with the representative of Kenya thet it was indeed very difficult to
define pure scientific regsearch, and the sponsors had not app*oachod the matter
, llght-heartedlv. However, clear-cut concepts were not always p0551b1e in 1nternatlonal

~ relations.  The States concerned must try to reach agreement on whether a glven project
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(Mr. Titz, Austria)

fell under the heading of pure or applied science. If they could not agree, they shoul

have recourse to the machinery laid down in article 6, paragraph 5, of the document.

Mr. YU (Singapore) welcomed the view of the Netherlands and Austrian
representatives that document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19, of which his delegation was a sponsor
was a sincere attempt to find a common approach that would take account not only of the
position of coastal and research States but alsoc of the land-locked and geographically
disadvantaged countries, particularly those without facilities for marine scientific
research.

His delegation wes increasingly concerned at the trend of the Committee's
discussions, which hed been conducted almost exclusively between coastal and research
States; the interests of the land-locked and geographically disadvantaged States in
marine scientific research and its applicability to them seemed to have been ignored.
It also regretted the implicit assumption made by some delegations that the land-locked
and geographically disadvantaged States would be for ever unable to conduct marine
scientific research or utilize its results. Moreover, his delegation was sorry that
specific mention had been made of certain sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19.

In that connexion he recalled that foot-note 1 to document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13, mad
it clear that the members of the Group of 77 would not ve bound by its provisions and t
their final position was not committed by it. Since its country's interests were by no
means sufficiently reflected in that document which in fact took account of only one
viewpoint, his delegation had felt itself duty-bound to co-sponsor document
A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19, which was not & negotiating paper reflecting the bargaining positioc
of the sponsors, but & reeslistic attempt to lay the foundation for a common position

accommodating the rights and interests of all States.

Mr. RUFAIM (Libyan Arab Republic) supported the views expressed by the
representatives of India, Kenya and others regarding dncument AJCONF.€2/C.3/L.19.

His delegzation could not accept the notification system, but it insisted on prior
consent by the coastal State concerned, without which no marine scientific research
could be carried out in the area under national Jurisdiction.

With respect to article 6 of the document, his country could not agree for securit
reasons to the publication of marine scientific research without the explicit consent ¢

the constrl M-+~ snnnerned. As fear s Ar* " 70 7 was esne~~ve?. -3 & roober of the
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(Mr. Ruhaim, Libvan Arab Republic)

Group of 7T, his country felt that marine scientific research in the international area
should be conducted by the intérnastionel authority. o :

In annex 1 to document A/CONF,62/C:3/L.20,.the name of his country, which was givern
as a sponsor of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.12, should be the "Libyan Areb Republic" and
not "Libya".

Mr. LEROTHOLI {Lesotho) pointed out that foot-note 1 to document
A/CONF.62/C.3/1.13 read: ."The delegate of :Colombia, as the Chairmen -of the Group of TT,
while presenting this document, would like to point out that it represents thé consensus

of the Group of 77 of the Third Committee, without committing the finel position of

menbers of the Grgup".ﬁ_Moreover, the explanaetory note to document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.19
read as Tollows: "Thesefdnaft articles do not neqessaril& fepresént the final position
of the spounsors on indiyi@u&l articlesiqr on thé dféft as a whole. Sponsorship does not
prejudice their position on previous or future draft proposals.” | ‘

His delegation was absolutely loyal to ‘the Group of 77 and would not seek to subjec
document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.13 to ridicule. However, that document paid very little
attentiog to the ipterests of the land~locked and geographically digadvantaged States,
which -had been included only as.an afterthought in paragraph,h.. It was therefore
surprising that some delegations considered it improper for those States to embody their
ideas in another document i | . - . .

Some delegatlons had argued that since the Second Commlttee had not yet come to any
fecision regardlng the rlghts of the 1andalocked and veographlcally dlsadvantaged States
the matter should not be con51dered by the Third Commlttee. There was a serlous
mlsunderstandlng there' no economic zone had yet been crpated for any country, and the
members of the Thlrd Commlttee could still express thelr v1ews on how matters should be

arranged 1n that zone. He reserved his delegatlon 8 rlght to speak agaln on the matter
if necessary. E '

Mr., GOLLEY«MORGAN (Sierra Leone) announced thet his delegation had joined the
sponsors of document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.12.

He reserved his delegation's right to comment on document A/COUF 62/C 3/L 19 st
a later date,

/- .
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Mr. COLLINS (Liberia) thanked the Singepore representative for having given
the reasons for his delegation's sponsorship of document A/CONF.G2/C.3/L.19. That
paper haed met with & great deal of resistance from members of the Group of 77. His
delegation had noted, however, that the draft articles did not necessarily represent
the finel position of the sponsors. He agreed with the remarks made by the
representatives of the Netherlands and Austria and supported the position of the

representative of Lesotho.

Mr, FITZ (Austria) epologized to the Yugoslavian representative for
having misunderstood his remark. He had merely wished to indicate that the document

had received wide support from States in all continents.:

Mr. ZULETA TORRES (Colombia) drew the Committee's attention to paragraph 4
of document A/CONF.(2/C.3/L.13 and informed it that the proposals referred to would

be eirculested for the Committee's information if it so desired.

STATEMENTS BY THE CHAIRMEN OF INFORMAL MEETINGS

Mr. VALLARTA (Mexicc), Chairmen of the informal meetings on item 12, said
that documents A/CONF.62/C.3/L.1h4 and A/CONF.62/C.3/L.15 were self-explanatory.
However, the words "your excellency” which had eppeared in the first paragraph of the
Spaﬁish original had been omitted in the English and French translations and he
hoped that the Rapporteur would correct that error in his report.

ilr. METTERNICH (Federal Republic of Germany), Chairman of the informal
meetings on items 13 and lh; introducing the note on the activities of those informal
meetings (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.16) and the annex containing relevant texts (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.
seid that those documents, as Conference Room Papers Nos. 41 and 42, had been discussecC
at the informal.meefing on 22 August 19Tk and haed subsequently been modified in the
light of the suggestions made at that meeting. They endeavoured to convey a concise,

factual, and non-controversiel picture of the work done at those meetings. There

had been lively discussions both at the informal meetings and in the open-ended
drafting and consultation group. The interest shown in the items was keen, as could
be seen from the number of proposals submitted. It had been clear from the outset

that the work should be directed towards agreeing on common text or, if that was
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(Mr. Metternich, Federal Republic of German-

impossible, to consolldatlng texts 1nt0 clear-cut alternatlvea. One problem was that
many of the points under con31deratlon hed not been dlscussed 1h the Sea-Bed Commlttee.
The meetlngs had however, succeeded in draftlng common texts on general pr1nc1ples

and on 1nternatlonal co~operatlon, 1nclud1ng publlcatlon of sc1ent1f1c data. On the
erucial poants "rlght to conduct merine sc1ent1f1c research" and ' ‘consent, participatior
and obllgatlons of coastal Stateg"” s varlous alternatlve approaches had been consolidater
On other points, the proposals 1nbroduced had been recorded and would be dlscussed in
greater depth at the later stage. The 1nformal mectlngs had therefore created a ba51s

of work on marine scientific research which would certalnly prove very uueful

at the next session of the Conference.

Owing to' lack of time, the informel meetings had not been able to consider the
development and tvensfer of technology and no proposals had been introduced. Since
texts had been submitted to the Committee in the meantime, the matter would have to be
taken up at the next- session, but without losing sight of the momentum gained in the

work on scientific research.

- Mr. SENNING (Sweden) supported theﬂsuggestion made by the representative’
of Italy at a previous nmeeting that the Conference Room Papers on 'item 12, which had
been introduced but not considered at the informal meetings, should be circulated as
an addendum to document A/CONF. 62/C.3/L.14, It would be very helpful to. delegations
when seeking the advice of experts before the next session,to have all the pending
texts collected together in one document. The appendix might be entitled 'Conference
Room Papers containing proposels or amendments informally introduced but not yet
con51dered by the drafting and negotiating group of the informal meetlngu on item 127,

The CHAIRMAN said that . in the absence of any objection he would take it that
the Committee wished such an appendix to be circulated. '

It wags so deecided.

Mr. *JAIN (India) suggested that it would be helpful if studles could be made
by competent international orgenizations on two matters of crucial importance which
the Committee had not Jhad time to discuss fully at the current session. Firstly, if
the Committee agreed,. the Chairman might request the representative of IMCO to prepare

/oo
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(Mr. Jain, India)

a study defining the precise areas under the Jurisdiction of coastal States vwhere those
States had fishery or other econbmic interests, so that that protection could be
focused on them and navigation in other areas remain unhampered. Secondly, many
developing countries had expressed misgivings during the informal discussions as to
their ability to comply with an absolute obligation to monitor pollution contrcl and
many delegations had suggested that a proportion of the sums spent by a country

on pollution-producing activities should be devoted to pollution control. He
wondered if the representative of UNEP could prepare & study on that matter for

submission et the next session.

itr. MENSAH (Inter-Governmental Maritime Consultative Organization) said that
TMCO would be sble to collect the required information and make it available to

the next session of the Conference.

Mr. KOVALEV (Union of Scviet Socialist Republics) said that his delegation
was unable to support the request for the study by IMCO because the Committee was
asking that organization to study the possible implications of measures upon which

full agreement had not been reached.

Mr. STIMS (United Kingdom) said that his delegation also hed reservations
about that proposal, which he was not sure fell within the competence of IMCO. It
could be included in the agends of the forthcoming meeting of the Marine Environment
Protection Committee but he felt that at least one other specialized agency - the

Food and Agricultural Organization - was also concerned.

Mr. LEROTHOLI (Lesothoy reminded the Committee that even the question of
the territorial sea had not yet been defined by the Conference snd the request to
IMCO seemed also to include the new concept of an area beyond that zone over which

the coastal State might have some Jurisdiction. While the proposal might be a useful

one at the appropriate moment, he considered it premature pending some decision on

those issues.

Mr, JAIN (India) said thet the proposal had been intended not only to
protect the interests of the coastal State but also to help international navigation.

However, since it had met with opposition, he would withdraw it.

{ooe
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The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to comment on the second study proposed by
the Indian representative.

Mr, AHMED (United Nations Environment Progremme - UNEP) speaking et the
invitation of the Chairman, said he understood thet the Indian representative would
like UNEP to malke a study on the comperative costs of the enviromment component of
projects which might cause marine pollution. Spesking as a legsl, not a technical,
expert, he said that it would be difficult for UNEP to prepare specific propcsels or
figures, since costs differed from area to area and from country to country and it
would be necessary to have information on the present and future economic development
plans of the different countries; He assumed that the Indian representative was
concerned about the capac1ty of developing countrles to agsume obllgatlons to monitor
pollutlon and wished to gain some 1dea of the cost to 1nd1v1dual developlng countries.,

He suggested that the best solution would be for UNEP to be asked to submit to
the next session of the Conference a deteiled explenstion of its Globel Epeirommental
Monitoring System. Delegations would then be'ablé to ascertain what was expected of
* their Governments under the system and to discuss ﬁheﬁhér Joint or ihdividual
obligations could be accepted or whether their countries would co-operate with
international organizations.

Mr. JAIN (India) said thaet the type of study suggested by the UNEP
representative would be extremely useful and he would be prepared to modlfy hlS

suggestion accordingly. He would welcome the views of other representatlves.

The CHAIRMAN suggested that the Committee should request UNEP to submit

for considération'by the Committee at the next session of the Conference a detailed

study on the Global Environmental Monitoring System, contalnlng an account of how
the system worked and all the relevant 1mp11cat10ns.
It was so agreed,

DRAFT STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.20)

Mr. HASSAN (Suden), Repporteur, introduced the draft statement of activities
of the Committee (document A/CONF.62/C.3/1.20) asnd drew attention to the following
correction: in section V, paragraph 10, the first word of line 9 should fead_
"alternatives". He had noted the Libyan Arab Republic's correction to
document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.12.

/‘ e
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(Mr. Hassan, Sudan)

As agreed by the Committee, in accordance with the General Committee's
recommendation, the document was & brief and concise account of the Committee's
activities. In that connexion he drew attention to the explanatory note in paragraph 1
end to paragraph b, A

In accordance with the General Committee's recommendations on brevity of reports,
the notes on the informal meetings - referred to in paregraph 10 - had been issued in
the series under the symbol A/CONF.62/C.3/L.... The only annex to the report would

therefore be a list of the formal proposals presented to the Committee at the present
session.

The CHAIRMAN said that, in accordance with the procedure sgreed on by the
General Committee, no formal approval of the draft statement was needed, but comments
by members of the Cormnittee could be recorded.

Mr. DAHMOUCHE (Algeria) said that the wording of the second sentence of
paragraph 11, in particular the word "recommends", seemed to imply a doubt whether the
Conmittee would in fact hold another session.

Mr. LEROTHOLE (Lesotho) suggested that all thet was needed was an expression
of the Comnittee's intention to continue its work and to complete the task assigned to
it under its terms of reference.

He also asked for an explanation of the reason for 1nc1ud1ng the quotat1on in
paragraph 5,

Mr. EASSAN (Sudan), Repporteur, referring to the comment of the Algerian
representative, seid that he would modify the wording of paragraph 11 to meke the
position clear.

With regard to the point raised by the representative of Lesotho, he said that
the quotation in paragraph 5 of the understanding reached in the Sea-Bed Committee weas
taken from the note to the Conference's decision on the allocstion of items
(A/CONF.62/29, p. 8). That decision was referred to in paragraph 4 of the draft
statement of the Committee's activities, That understanding had been reached as the
result of arduous and painstaking negotiations and had been accepted in its entirety
by all the Committees.
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_ The CHAIRMAN drew atbentlon to the 1ast paragraph of the note on page 8 of
document A/CONF, 62/29 "It is therefore recommended that the same understanding
should be carrled forward in respect of the Maln Commlttees of the Conference,
prelnmlnaxy to the adoption of the pertlnent final provisions of the Conference. Ir

there were no further comments, he would assume that ell members of the Commlttee were
satisfied w1th the explanatlon.

STATEMENT BY THFE CHAIRMAN

The ChAIRMAN said that, with the end of the sesqlon approaching, he would not
make any attempt to appraise the substance of the Committee' s work; nor would he
ettempt to cormit members of the Committee to any conclusions. He wished to meke a
kind of perscnel summing up and to express his views mainly on the Committee's fubure
work. |

In the fzrst place he felt that the procedural arrangements adopted had proved
correct and efficient and should be followea at the next session. That would mean
holding informal end formsl meetings on item 12 and on items 13 and 14 ~ though
procedures could be Improved at the next sesswon 1n the 115ht of progress.

In the limited time available - ll and 10 informal meetings respectively on
item 12 end items 13 and 14, end only 17 formel meetings - good progress had been made,
At the next session the Committee should start work- immediately on items 12 and 13 and
14 where it hed left off, without any general debate.

He had been gratified at the businesslike approach and the co-operstion and mutual
understanding, all of which hed been important in the negotiation process. There had
been a growing desire and readiness fof mutual éecommodation which he was confident
would continue at the next session. The.Coﬁmittee had advanced in its endeavour to
prepere the main elements of an umbrellas treaty, but serious work would now be needed
to prepare the draft articles which’would form the body of the draft convention.

However, there were several important problems still outstanding. In his own
opinion, the main problem on which the Committee had to concentrate was the scope end
extent of coastal State jurisdiction and the rights and duties of other States, in
respect of both marine pollution control and scientific research,

There seemed to be general agreement on the method of work for consideration of
questions relating to stendards, jJurisdiction and enforcement (A/CONF.62/C.3/L.14, p. 2)
That augured well for future discussions.
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(The Chairman)

On the preservation of the marine environment, some progress had been made in
formulating States' obligations and Fights to exploit their own resources, but there
wvere still alternatives on some of those issues. There were also many other important
jssues. At its next session the Cormittee would have to ecnsiger Very carefully the
distinction between staudard-setting and enforcement measures:

Regarding scientific research, some texts had been agreed upon at informal
meetings on general principles and on globel co-operation, as set forth in
document A/CONF.62/C.3/L.17, There were meny problems ontstanding for the next session
and & number of alternative texts indicating possible areas of agreement and also some
informai texts which had not yet been fully studied.

With regerd to the developuent, acquisition and transfer of technology, only two
working papers had been submitted so far, nemely documents A/CONF.62/C.3/L.8 and L.12,
the latter containing most of the elements of the former. In that subject, which was
less controversial, the Committee should concentrate on preparing draft articles.

There was much work to be done before the next session. The papers produced at
the present session and all the relevent papers submitted to the Sea-Bed Committee
must be studied, so thet members would bde prapared for a nev stage of negotiations,

before end during the next segsion.

Mr. SANDERS (Guyana) esked that the Chairman's atatement should be reported
in detail in the summary record.

1t was so0 Cecided

After an exchenge of pourtesies, the Chairman declared that the Third Committee
had completed its wvork for the -scegicn.

The meeting_rose at 2,05 p.m.

Approved For Release 2001/12/05 : CIA-RDP82S00697R000300070017-2



